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Dr. D.J. Taddeo (Chair); Dr. A. Bulgak; Dr. J. Drolet; Dr. P. Fazio; Ms. S. 
Fornasier (Undergraduate Representative); Prof. F.D. Hamblin; Mr. F. Hanafi 
(Undergraduate Representative); Dr. A. Hanna; Dr. B.S. Haroun; Ms. L. Harris 
(Library); Dr. S. Hoa; Dr. A. Hochstein (Office of the Vice-Rector, Academic); 
Dr. G. Joos; Dr. T. Krepec; Dr. H.F. Li; Mr. M. Lodge (Undergraduate 
Representative); Prof. C. Marsh; Dr. H. McQueen; Dr. O. Moselhi; Dr. T. 
Radhakrishnan; Mr. A. Reid (Undergraduate Representative); Ms. M. Sabbag 
(Undergraduate Representative); Dr. R. Shinghal; Mr. N. Soliman-Saad 
(Graduate Representative); Dr. T. Stathopoulos; Dr. C. Suen; Mr. T. Too 
(Registrar’s Office); Dr. G. Turski (Secretary); Dr. G.H. Vatistas (Graduate 
Studies) 


Dr. A. Ramamurthy; Ms. D. Wiseman (Office of the Dean); Mr. L. Zack (Public 
Relations) 


Dr. V.S. Alagar; Dr. D. Feldman; Dr. L. Landsberger; Dr. V.N. Latinovic; Dr. 
T. Radhakrishnan 


Adoption of Agenda 


Dr. McQueen requested that a discussion of the Faculty’s Declaration of 
Principles and Procedures for Research Practice be added to the Agenda. 


The agenda was unanimously adopted as modified (H. McQueen, C. Suen) 


Adoption of Minutes 


Prof. Hamblin and Ms. Sabbag requested that their names be added to those listed 
as conveying regrets for absence from the 20 January 1995 meeting of Council. 


The Minutes of Meeting 95-1 (20 January 1995) were unanimously approved, 
as amended (C. Suen, G. Vatistas) 


Chair’s Remarks 


The Chair welcomed to Council Ms. Sandra Fornasier, a new student represen- 
tative replacing Ms. G. Panagiotopoulos. 


The Chair congratulated Mr. R. Turriciano and Ms. Persi Gesanidis for their 
outstanding work in organizing the Quebec Engineering Competition held at 
Concordia on February 9-11. The QEC registered the highest participation rate 
in its seven-year history, attracting more than ninety competitors. The event also 
received excellent media coverage. 


The February 10 breakfast hosting the Faculty’s industrial partners was also very 
successful. Dr. Taddeo thanked everyone involved with the event for their support 
and participation. 


The Chair reminded members of Council about the impending CEAB accredit- 
ation visit of the Industrial Engineering programme scheduled for February 27-28. 


The Chair announced the recent creation of a Faculty task force to examine 
strategies to improve student enrolment. The task force comprises representatives 
from Faculty departments, the Office of the Dean, Registrar’s Office, and 
Liaison. Among various projects, the task force will review the structure of 
undergraduate programmes and look at the ways to attract more international 
students who have an aptitude for engineering and computer science studies. In 
addition, the Office of the Dean is currently organizing an information session 
and lunch--to take place on March 24--for English CEGEP student advisors, with 
their French counterparts to be invited later on in the Spring. 


The Report of the Committee to Improve the Quality of Teaching and Learning 
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On Dr. Taddeo’s suggestion it was agreed that, for the purpose of adoption, each 
of the seventeen recommendations contained in the above-noted report receive 
separate consideration. The Dean invited Mr. A. Reid, Chair of the committee, 
to initiate the discussion on each recommendation. 


Mr. Reid noted that the actions called for in Recommendation #1 are currently 
followed in the hiring practices of several departments. After a brief discussion, 
a suggestion was made to omit the word "proven" from the first sentence of the 
recommendation. 


Motion 
95-2-3 


Motion 
95-2-4 


Motion 
95-2-5 


That Recommendation #1 be adopted, in line with the above-noted modification 
(A. Reid, F.D. Hamblin) 


Vote: Carried unanimously 


Regarding Recommendation #2, Dr. Stathopoulos expressed a concern that the 
demand for professors to provide students with criteria for evaluating their work 
may be too stringent and unworkable, since the practice of grading typically 
involves a variety of judgments. While partially granting the point, Mr. Reid 
maintained that students nevertheless should be made aware of the general 
evaluation methodologies used by their professors. Dr. Krepec agreed with Mr. 
Reid and stated that the recommendation is aimed primarily at those professors 
who provide their students with no explanation at all how their work is evaluated. 
A middle road must be sought between an unattainable demand for specificity and 
a vagueness of excessive generalizing or complete absence of information on 
evaluation practice. Dr. Moselhi argued that students should be informed of 
grading methodologies. However, since the latter differ among professors, their 
content cannot be specified. Accordingly, he proposed that the second sentence 
of the recommendation be omitted. 


That Recommendation #2 be adopted as consisting of the first sentence only (O. 
Moselhi, A. Reid) 


Vote: 21 in favour; 3 opposed; 2 abstentions 


A discussion concerning Recommendation #3 revealed its potential application to 
be problematic. While common grade components in group assignments which 
are changed following a reevaluation should arguably be changed equally for all 
members of the group, in cases where a grade is lowered the affected students 
who did not, as individuals, seek reevaluation, may find this highly objectionable. 
Dr. Fazio suggested that in light of the difficulties raised, the best course of 
action may lie in reconsidering the recommendation at a future date. 


That Recommendation #3 be tabled for future consideration (F.D. Hamblin, O. 
Moselhi) 


Vote: Carried, with one opposition 


Noting that professors are obligated to provide letter grades only, Dr. Stathopou- 
los stated that Recommendation #4 stands in opposition to University regulations 
as outlined in the institution’s Calendars. Mr. Hanafi noted that many professors 
continue to use numerical grades in their evaluation schemes. He argued that as 
long as there persist general expectations among students as to these grades’ letter 
equivalents, in order to avoid misunderstanding professors who employ numerical 


Motion 
95-2-6 


Motion 
95-2-7 


Motion 
95-2-8 


Motion 
95-2-9 


grades must be explicit about what these mean in letter terms. Mr. Soliman-Saad 
expressed support of this view. 


Arguing against the recommendation, Prof. Hamblin stated that every professor 
should be required to defend his or her marking scheme, but not necessarily to 
publish it in advance, since this might not give the professor sufficient flexibility 
when evaluating students’ work. Dr. Li found the wording of the recommendation 
vague and was also unsure how it would be applied, if adopted. Dr. Krepec 
explained that currently there already exists a requirement for professors to have 
readily available their grading schemes, in case any student asks for a reevalu- 
ation. Dr. Drolet noted that Recommendation #4 requires the posting of an 
explanation of numerical and letter grade equivalences only in the case of final 
grades. After a further brief discussion, an amended recommendation was 
proposed. 

That Recommendation #4, to be read as follows, be adopted. "Where a professor 
uses numericals for final grades, he or she should post a conversion table which 
explains the equivalence between the numerical and letter grades." (J. Drolet, A. 
Reid) 

Vote: 8 in favour; 11 opposed; 3 abstentions 


Mr. Soliman-Saad stated that the ECSGA, while implicated in Recommendation 
#5, was not consulted about the actions proposed in it. 


That, pending the appropriate consultation with the ECSGA, Recommendation #5 
be adopted (A. Reid, F. Hanafi) 


Vote: Carried unanimously 


Dr. Suen proposed that in Recommendation #6 the word "effective" be inserted 
before the word "teaching". 


That Recommendation #6 be adopted, as amended above (F. Hanafi, G. Vatistas) 
Vote: Carried unanimously 
Dr. Drolet proposed that the last three words of Recommendation #7 be deleted. 


That Recommendation #7 be adopted, as amended above (G. Vatistas, F.D. 
Hamblin) 


Vote: Carried unanimously 


Motion 
95-2-10 


Motion 
95-2-11 


Motion 
9§-2-12 


Motion 
95-2-13 


According to Dr. Stathopoulos, Recommendation #8 does not conform to the 
provisions of the current CUFA Collective Agreement, while Dr. Fazio believed 
that no constructive purpose would be served by making course evaluations 
public. In Mr. Hanafi’s view students hold very strong feelings about the public 
availability of evaluations. Mr. Reid noted that evaluations are in fact available 
to students in at least one other Faculty. After a further discussion, a modified 
version of Recommendation #8 was proposed. 


That provision should be made in the CUFA Collective Agreement requiring 
course evaluations in all classes. The results of these evaluations should be 
forwarded to the appropriate Department Personnel Committee. The results of the 
evaluations, without the students’ comments, should be made available to the 
students (F.D. Hamblin, T. Stathopoulos) 


Dr. Fazio proposed that the modified Recommendation #8 be amended such that 
the intent expressed in its first two sentences, and that expressed in the third 
sentence, be articulated under separate recommendations. 


That the first two sentences of Recommendation #8, taken together, and the third 
sentence alone--prefaced by the phrase "That provision should be made in the 
CUFA Collective Agreement--comprise separate recommendations (P. Fazio, H. 
McQueen) 


Vote: 18 in favour; 5 abstentions 


That provision should be made in the CUFA Collective Agreement requiring 
course evaluations in all classes. The results of these evaluations should be 
forwarded to the appropriate Department Personnel Committee (A. Reid, 
F. Hanafi) 


Vote: 17 in favour; 6 abstentions 


That provision should be made in the CUFA Collective Agreement that the results 
of course evaluations, without the students’ comments, should be made available 
to the students (F.D. Hamblin, T. Stathopoulos) 


Vote: 15 in favour; 2 opposed; 6 abstentions 


Dr. Moselhi suggested that the second sentence of Recommendation #9 (advising 
a professor’s transfer from a course he or she has taught poorly) be deleted and 
also questioned the need for the recommendation in the first place, since the 
actions it urges are already promoted. Dr. Stathopoulos agreed with Dr. 
Moselhi’s suggestion and proposed that the recommendation be amended accor- 
dingly. 


Motion 
95-2-14 


Motion 
95-2-15 


Motion 
95-2-16 


Motion 
95-2-17 


That Recommendation #9 be adopted with its second sentence deleted (T. Statho- 
poulos, C. Suen) 


Ms. Sabbag stated that professors must have some concrete incentive to improve 
their teaching, and that this must be somehow embodied in the recommendation. 
Drs. Fazio and Hoa expressed their support for the amended recommendation; as 
proposed in the original version of the recommendation, a conceivable effect 
could be that a professor would teach a course poorly in order to be assigned to 
another (perhaps more personally interesting) one. Assuming most faculty 
members’ good faith and professionalism, Mr. Hanafi found the latter scenario 
unlikely. 


Vote: 17 in favour; 5 opposed; 1 abstention 


Citing personal reasons, Dr. Taddeo excused himself from the meeting. He asked 
Prof. Hamblin to continue as Chair. 


Initiating the discussion on Recommendation #10, Dr. Moselhi proposed the 
following modification. 


That Recommendation #10 read: "Tenure should not be granted unless the 
professor has demonstrated good teaching" (O. Moselhi, P. Fazio) 


Ms. Sabbag emphasized the need to qualify teaching in this modified recommen- 
dation in stronger terms. 


That the modified Recommendation #10 specified in Motion 95-2-15 read: "Ten- 
ure should not be granted unless the professor has demonstrated very good 
teaching and a commitment to excellence" (M. Sabbag, A. Reid) 


Vote on the amendment to the modified Recommendation #10 specified in Motion 
95-2-15: 6 in favour; 8 opposed; 7 abstentions 


Vote on Recommendation #10, as specified in Motion 95-2-15: 14 in favour; 2 
opposed; 5 abstention 


Dr. Stathopoulos inquired why, in Recommendation #11, the suggested addition 
of students to Department Personnel Committees is restricted only to undergradu- 
ates. It was agreed to include graduate students in this recommendation, and also 
to insert the acronym "CUFA" before the words "Collective Agreement." 


That Recommendation #11 be adopted in line with the above modifications (A. 
Reid, O. Moselhi) 


Vote: 16 in favour; 3 opposed; 2 abstentions 

In the course of the discussion of Recommendation #12, Dr. Stathopoulos noted 
that the issues inherent in it are quite important and that they deserve the attention 
of a greater number of members of Council than were currently present. Dr. 


Stathopoulos called the question of quorum. As quorum was no longer obtainable, 
Prof. Hamblin announced adjournment. 


Other 


Adjournmen 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 


